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Honorable Commissioner for Patents 
PO Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
Sir: 



1, Michael Metcalr, declare the following: 



For the last hv^no .\\ .2C \ s • M ,-.o been employed by Miliiken & Company 
located in Spartanburg, South Carolina. 



2. M v< |* a d chemical m Justly h as Nsen dc vo\ j to * ! e 

or application to and/or on textile 
* posi vilh Ml liken & Company is as a Senior Technical 
Associate with Miliiken Chemical Division. 

3. For the last fourteen (14) years with Miliiken & Company, my work has primarily 
focused on the development and testing of commercial and residential cleaning 
products lor textile substrates. 

4 . i am familiar with the above -referenced patent application as Applicant as well as 
US Pah Mo 4,481,128 (hereinafter, the '128 Patent), it is clear that the claims of 
the above-referenced application require the addition of silicone to the liquid 
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cleaning composition, it is also clear thai the '126 Patent is directed for use on 
hard surfaces such as automobile exteriors. 

5 u dake? ome comparative expc meats to c et i ie effects of 
I'itrgtn; r. i < , i vnP.b v ^ 5>ncor«o 

on a textile suostrate (see the attached "Comparative I esting and Exhib ts A - 
- < ' o f *. a tir V ,o ! f 

ability of the composition to clean a textile substrate, 

* °- s * '« specific teachings of the '126 Patent do not accord a 
> lion for use on textile substrates as required within 
- < t < ~d that the addition of silicone in II- * m~>nousiy 
{f 1 5 ^ ( ^ ! * « ' 5itk He T-vc 4on such a 

compari s e uaob e e c . u 0 f th 

teachings of the ' 1 26 Patent. 

nu ^ c> -° * j< k i-ofn ovvn kiowkdn* ore true 

snd that aii statements mads fo md belief c eved to be true 

. n% we-e mori^ , that * 1 IfU false 

statements and the like so made punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both 
under Section 1001 of Title 18 of the United States Code, and that such willful 

d replication 

or any patent issuing thereon. 




(Signature) 



Name: 
Residence: 



Michael Metcaif 
404 Carring ton Drive 

h Carolina 29316 
United States of America 



Citizenship: 



Date; September 19. 2006 
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Comparative Testing 

The comparative testing performed by Applicants and illustrated in Exhibits A - D 
is as follows: 

Applicants re-created the cleaning compositions of Examples VIII and IX of the 
'128 Patent Examples VIII and IX included, among other ingredients, silicone 
compounds. Comparative testing was also done by preparing Examples VI I i and 
IX without silicone being present in the composition (i.e. 'Trinh Example VIS! Less 
Silicone" and "Trinh Example IX Less Silicone"). 

The "inventive Composition" represents the cleaning composition of the instant 
invention. For this testing, the "Inventive Composition" comprised: 

Ingredient 



Water 


96.2775 


Urea Formaldehyde Polymer 


1.0 


Veegum® T (smectite clay) 


2.0 


Citric Acid (pH adjuster) 


0.02 


Butyl Cellosolve (solvent) 


0.5 


Pluronic® LP L62 (surfactant) 


0.20 


Fragrance 


0.0025 



The cleaning compositions of Examples VIM and IX (with and without silicone) 
and the Inventive Composition were applied to various carpet and fabric 
substrates (i.e. textile substrates) and visual observations were noted and 
photographed. 
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Exhibit A shows the cleaning compositions applied to tan/beige pile carpet and to 
blue and red fabric samples. The Inventive Composition was a uniform, stable 
dispersion. In contrast, the compositions of Examples Vill and IX were non- 
uniform, pasty, and formed many large and small dumps. 

Exhibit B shows the cleaning compositions after they have been rubbed into the 
carpet and fabric samples (this procedure aids in removing soil from the textile 
substrates). Again, the inventive Composition was a stable dispersion, in 
contrast, the compositions of Examples VIS! and IX were clumpy. It appears as 
though the composition of Example VII! was unable to even penetrate the 
surface of the carpet and fabric samples to provide any cleaning efficacy 
whatsoever. Example IX penetrated the surface of the carpet and fabric samples 
to some degree, but ii also formed many clumps as well. 

Exhibit C shows the cleaning compositions after drying overnight and then 
vacuuming. The inventive composition was removed completely from the carpet 
and fabric samples. The cleaning composition of Example Vill was removed 
completely as well; however, It never penetrated the surface of the carpet and 
fabric samples to provide any cleaning efficacy whatsoever. With regard to 
Example IX, vacuuming removed the clumps that were present on the carpet and 
fabric samples; however, the remainder of the cleaning composition of Example 
IX remained adhered to the surface of the carpet and fabric samples after 
vacuuming (most visible on the fabric samples). 

The carpet samples from Exhibit C were then soiled. Then, the application, 
rubbing, and vacuuming process described above was repeated for the carpet 
samples. Exhibit D shows the carpet samples after this soiling and cleaning 
process. The Inventive Composition was again completely removed from the 
carpet samples. The soil was completely removed as well. The cleaning 
composition of Example VIII formed dumps during the application and rubbing 
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steps, and thus, did not penetrate the surface of the carpet samples to provide 
any cleaning efficacy. The cleaning composition of Example IX penetrated the 
surface of the carpel samples to some degree and formed small clumps. The 
small clumps were removed during vacuuming, but the cleaning composition that 
did penetrate the surface of the carpet samples remained adhered to the carpet. 

With regard to the soil applied to the carpet samples of Examples VIII and IX, the 
dark areas observed on the carpet show that the soil was not completely 
removed from the carpet for either of Trlnh's cleaning compositions. The 
cleaning compositions of Examples VIII and IX that are notated as not containing 
silicone appear to be slightly less soiled than their counterparts which contain the 
silicone component. 

The comparative testing presented herein indicates that silicone detrimentally 
affects the ability of the cleaning composition of the '128 Patent to remove soil 
from textile substrates such as carpet. The test results further indicate that the 
compositions taught by the "128 Patent fail to function as a suitable cleaning 
composition for a textile substrate. 

In furtherance of the Declaration and Exhibits A ~ D to which this Comparative 
Testing is attached, I, Michael Metcalf, do solemnly attest to the fact that I 
performed the above experiments. 



Dale: September 19, 2006 /tS^Af^L 

' (Signature) 
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